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designation of two different type species for the same genus, although there seems to be 
no doubt that Gray was treating the two taxa as distinct (though homonymous). Gray’s 
method of indicating objective or subjective synonymy of genera was unambiguously 
stated in the introduction to his list (1847, p. 129): The method I have followed is to 
observe the first name given to the genus and the type on which it was founded, and then 
to accumulate the synonyma around the genus. Where a succeeding author has referred 
to a different species as the type of the genus, I have given the name in a new line, as 
from some future period that type may be proved really to belong to a different genus; 
and when any succeeding author has established a genus on any species which appears 
to belong to the before-established genus, it is in a similar manner placed under the 
proper head, with the synonyma belonging to that type. The type on which the genus or 
subgenus, as it may hereafter prove, was founded, is also given, so that if such type at 
some future period prove to be distinct from the one under which I have placed it, the 
synonyma of the genus will be at once seen. But the names which occur under each head 
are, according to my present views, to be regarded as synonyma of the genus under 
which they are arranged’. 

Acceptance of Gray’s (1847) designation of Polygyra auriculata Say, 1818 as the 
type species of Polygyra Say, 1818 would be contrary to established usage and nomen- 
clatural stability and it is proposed that this designation should be set aside. The family- 
group name polygyridae Pilsbry should be placed on the Official List with the date 
1895. 

In addition to the proposals on BZN 46: 95, the International Commission on 
Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly asked: 

(1) to use its plenary powers to set aside all fixations of type species for the nominal 
genus Polygyra Say, 1818 prior to the designation by Herrmannsen (1847) of 
Polygyra septemvolva Say, 1818. 
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Comment on the proposed conservation of Propter a Rafinesque, 1819 (Mollusca, 
Bivalvia) 

(Case 2558; see BZN 47: 19-21, 205-207) 

Douglas G. Smith 

Museum of Zoology , University of Massachusetts, 348 Morrill Science Center, Amherst, 
MA01003,U.S.A. 

I write in support of the petition requesting the Commission to place on the Official 
Index of Rejected and Invalid Names the name Potamilus Rafinesque, 1818, as advo- 
cated by M.E. Gordon. The wide use of Proptera in the literature on unionid mollusks 
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combined with the obscure history of Potamihis makes such a ruling consistent with the 
Commisssion’s trend to discourage the rejuvenation of long forgotten, poorly defined 
names and to conserve names well established in the literature. The early history of 
unionid taxonomy, especially in North America, is characterized by imprecise descrip- 
tions and definitions, and duplicity. Though many names long in use are sometimes no 
less obscure than others, it is because of the enormous literature that has developed on 
this group that it seems most beneficial and constructive to conserve those which have 
become most established. 



Comments on the proposed conservation of Bruchus Linnaeus, 1767, Ptiniis Linnaeus, 
1767 and My/abris Fabricius, 1775 (Insecta, Coleoptera) 

(Case 2618; see BZN 45: 1 94- 1 96) 

(1) I.M. Kerzhner & A.G. Kirejtshuk 

Zoological Institute, Academy of Sciences, Leningrad 199034, U.S.S.R. 

We support Borowiec’s proposals but some corrections should be made to the 
application. The correct authorship of Bruchus and Mylabris, sensu Geoffroy (1762), 
is not ‘Miiller, 1764’ but Geoffroy in Muller (1764) (cf. para. 2 of the application; see 
also comments by Kerzhner in BZN 38: 6 and 46: 42). The more important correction, 
however, is that Pierce (1916, p. 463) designated Laria salicis Scopoli, 1763 (p. 22) as 
the type species of Laria Scopoli, 1763 (p. 21). Pierce misquoted Bedel (1901) as 
having previously designated salicis as the type; however, Pierce’s designation is valid 
(Article 69a(iv) of the Code). As mentioned in the application (para. 3), salicis Scopoli, 
1763 was listed by Linnaeus (1767, p. 604) as a synonym of Bruchus pisi (Linnaeus, 
1758), which was followed by Schrank (1781, p. 100). Laria is therefore a senior 
subjective synonym of Bruchus Linnaeus, 1767, not of Pria Stephens, 1829 (p. 7) in the 
NiTiDULiDAE, as Bridwell’s ( 1 932) designation implied (para. 3 of the application). Pria 
is a large (more than 80 nominal species) and widely distributed (nearly all the Old 
World) genus (type species Silpha tnmcatella Marsham, 1802 (p. 123) by monotypy, a 
junior subjective synonym of Laria dulcamarae Scopoli, 1763 (see Erichson, 1843, 
p. 308; Cooper, 1982, p. 328)). Laria and lariidae, rather than Bruchus and 
BRUCHiDAE, were used for the seed beetles by some authors: Bedel (1901, p.343), 
Ganglbauer ( 1 906) and Reitter (1912, pp. 2 1 8-220), but in recent times Laria has very 
rarely appeared as a valid name (the only exceptions are Kloet & Hincks ( 1 945, p. 1 85) 
and Silfverberg ( 1 979, p. 42); in both Laria was adopted as the senior synonym of Pria). 
In order to preserve usage of Bruchus Linnaeus, 1767 we propose that suppression of 
Laria Scopoli, 1763 should be added to the proposals on BZN 45: 195. Suppression of 
Laria (to conserve Pria) has previously been suggested by Cooper (1982, p. 329). 

The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly asked: 

(1) to use its plenary powers to suppress the generic name Laria Scopoli, 1763 for 
the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of 
Homonymy; 

(2) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology 
the name Laria Scopoli, 1763, as suppressed in (1) above. 



